REMARKS 

The Official Action dated July 17, 2003, has been carefully considered. Accordingly, 
the changes presented herewith, taken with the following remarks, are believed sufficient to 
^ place the present application in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and allowance of 

all remaining claims is respectfully requested. 

Claims 11-16 have been amended, while claims 21-32 have been added, support for 
the amendments and added claims being found in the specification as filed. It is believed that 
theses changes and additions do not involve any introduction of new matter, whereby entry is 
believed to be in order and is respectfully requested. Claims 17-20 have been canceled. 
Claims 1 1-16 and 21-32 remain in the application for consideration. 

In the Official Action, the Examiner made final the restriction requirement between 
claims 11-16 and claims 17-20. In view of the cancellation of claims 17-20, Applicants 
believe the response to the restriction requirement is complete. 

Claims 11 and 13-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bacon et al U.S. Patent 5,500,154 (hereinafter referred to as "Bacon et al"). The Examiner 
asserted that Bacon et al includes two examples (V and VI) disclosing the claimed detergent 
compositions where the exemplary compositions include a perfume having two aldehydes 
capable of forming Schiff bases with amines comprising 35% by weight of the perfume. 

However, as will be set forth in detail below, it is submitted that the detergent 
^ compositions defined by claims 11 and 13-16 are not anticipated by Bacon et al. 

Accordingly, this rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

As defined by claim 11, from which claims 12-16 depend, the present invention is 
directed to a liquid dishwashing detergent composition suitable for use in hand dishwashing. 
The detergent composition includes an anionic surfactant, a solvent, an amine having a pKa 
of great than 8.0, and a perfume composition. The perfume composition has from about 45% 
to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer which is capable of forming a Schiff base 
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However, Applicants find no teaching by Bacon et a! of the detergent compositions as 
defined by claim 11. That is, Bacon et al disclose a detergent composition containing an 
effective amount of an enduring perfume composition and a surfactant system to provide 
detergent benefits (col. 1, lines 50-57). Furthermore, in contrast to the present detergent 
compositions, which include a perfume composition comprising from about 45% to about 
65% by weight of an odor neutralizer, Bacon et al teach that detergent compositions include a 
perfume composition having 35% by weight aldehydes (col. 26, perfume B). Applicants find 
no teaching by Bacon et al of a composition including a perfume composition having from 
about 45% to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer. Therefore, Applicants find no 
teaching of a detergent composition including a perfume composition having from about 45% 
to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer capable of forming a Scbiff base when reacted 
with an amine as recited by claim 11. 

Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102 requires the disclosure in a single prior art 
reference of each element of the claims under consideration, Alco Standard Corp. v. TVA , 1 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1337, 1341 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In view of the failure of Bacon et al to teach a 
detergent composition as defined by claim II, particularly in regards to having a perfume 
composition with from about 45% to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer as presently 
^-^ claimed, Bacon et al do not disclose each element of the claims under consideration, and 

therefore, do not anticipate the detergent compositions of claim 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

It is therefore submitted that the liquid dishwashing detergent compositions as defined 
by claims 11 and 13-1 6 are not anticipated by and are patentably distinguishable from Bacon 
et al and the rejection of claims 11 and 13-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 has been overcome. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claims 11-16 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
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Bacon et al. The Examiner alleged that, in addition to the previously discussed teachings of 
Bacon et al. regarding enduring perfumes, Bacon et al further teach a detergent composition 
having perfume ingredients with boiling points below 180°C and that these perfume 
ingredients are less then 15% of the perfume composition. The Examiner noted that Bacon et 
al do not anticipate the composition as set forth in claim 12, but asserted that Bacon et al 
teach all of the limitations recited by applicants for inclusion into a perfume composition, and 
that a person having ordinary skill in the art would expect the recited compositions to have 
properties similar to the exemplary detergent compositions as disclosed in Bacon et al. 

However, as will be set forth in detail below, it is submitted that the detergent 
• compositions as denned by claims 11-16 are non-obvious over and patently distinguishable 
from Bacon et al. Accordingly, this rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully 
requested. 

As previously set forth, Bacon et al disclose a detergent composition having a 
perfume component and surfactant system. Bacon et al also disclose enduring and non- 
enduring perfume ingredients, including a few non-enduring ingredients having boiling 
points less than 180°C (between 177°C and 179*0) (col. 5, Table 2). In addition, Bacon et al 
disclose that the non-enduring ingredients comprise less than 15% of the perfume component 
of the detergent composition (col. 4, lines 8-10). 

However, Applicants find no teaching or suggestion by Bacon et al of detergent 
^ compositions as recited in claims 11-16, including an anionic surfactant, a solvent, an amine 

having a pKa of greater than 8.0, and a perfume composition, wherein the perfume 
composition includes from about 45% to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer. 

Thus, the teachings of Bacon et al do not render the limitations of claims 11-16 
obvious. Applicants find no teaching or suggestion to modify this reference to result in 
detergent compositions comprising a perfume composition, wherein the perfume composition 
includes from about 45% to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer as defined in claims 
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11-16. Bacon et al provides no teaching or suggestion of detergent compositions as 
employed in the present claims 11-16. 

It is well settled that to support a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103, a reference must 
provide an enabling disclosure, i.e., it must place the claimed invention in the possession of 
the public. In re Payne, 203 U.S.P.Q. 245 (CCPA 1979). The single reference to having 
35% by weigh of aldehydes in a perfume composition as disclosed in Bacon et al does not 
provide any suggestion or motivation to include from about 45% to about 65% by weight of 
an odor neutralizer in the perfume composition as set for the in the present claims. Thus, 
Bacon et al do not suggest the detergent compositions of claims 11-16, which require the 
combination of an anionic surfactant, a solvent, an amine with a pKa greater than 8.0, and a 
perfume composition having from about 45% to about 65% by weight of an odor neutralizer. 

It is therefore submitted that the cleaning compositions as defined by claims 1 1-16 are 
non-obvious over and patentably distinguishable from Bacon et al and the rejection of claims 
11-16 under 35 U-S-C. § 1 03 has been overcome. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

It is believed that the above amendments and remarks represent a complete response 
to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103, placing the present application in condition 
for allowance. Reconsideration and an early allowance are requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Clayton L.Kuhnell 
Reg. No. 48,691 
Attorney for Applicants 
DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP 
1900 Chemed Center 
255 E. Fifth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513)977-8377 
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